cials of both parties have increasingly chosen the latter. As public confidence in Washington has plummeted, more power to spend federal funds has been passed down to state and local leaders. Substantial evidence exists that Americans have more confidence in their local governments than in Washington to fix public problems. 2 But scant evidence is available that local officials can achieve more success than federal officials. In coming years, the evidence on the question of achievement will begin to accumulate on a wide range of programs, from welfare reform to medicaid.
One early result is found in the Safe and Drug-Free Schools program. As a crucial test of grass-roots control, the news is bad. Since 1986, this program has given more than $6 billion to some fifteen thousand local school districts and fifty state governors to spend largely at their own discretion. No evidence shows that this half-billion-dollar-per-year program has made schools any safer or more drug-free. However, much of the money has been wasted on performing magicians, fishing trips, and school concerts-and on methods (such as counseling) that research shows to be ineffective. Both the Office of Management and Budget and the Congressional Budget Office have tried to kill this program. Yet both Republican and Democratic presidents have joined with opposition parties in Congress to keep the program alive.
This paper explores the causes of, and alternatives to, the democratized waste of the Safe and Drug-Free Schools funding. The causes are linked to the politics of "symbolic pork," or the spending of money on problems without needing to show any outcome from previous spending. This paper documents that claim with respect to the Safe and Drug-Free Schools program and then considers alternative ways to restructure the program to increase its effectiveness. One alternative is a Food and Drug Administration (FDA)-style, Washington-driven program based on the best knowledge available nationwide. Another is a local accounting model, in which every community develops performance and results measures for every expenditure. A third alternative, which I define as "evidence-based government," combines the best national knowledge with the best local outcome measures in a participatory process of accountability for risk-adjusted, value-added results. 3 Whether a Washington-led program of research-based best practices for school safety could make schools any safer is hard to say. The idea of a federally approved menu of practices of proven effectiveness is sim-ilar to a Food and Drug Administration, testing all policies for their safety and effectiveness. Yet applying such a menu on a national scale presumes both the resources to support sufficient research and the generalizability of research results from the test communities to all or many other communities. Congress has never appropriated funds for the former, and many Americans refuse to believe the latter. Local leaders clearly prefer knowledge based on "our town" rather than on someone else's town, on the premise that every community is unique.
That premise suggests the local accounting model, in which each community invests in measurement of the impact of its federal expenditures. This approach is best exemplified by the "reinventing government" philosophy of the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) of 1994, which calls on all government agencies at the federal level to name their criteria for success and then report on how well they meet those criteria. 4 Under this model, school safety, or even achievement test scores, could be compared across different policies to find the most effective way to accomplish each goal. Trends in outcomes before and after the introduction of new policies may provide some clue as to their success. But this approach yields very weak evidence on cause and effect. Moreover, it disregards the huge differences in the level of risk of crime -and of academic failure-that are found from one school to the next, or one school district to another.
This paper proposes a model of evidence-based government that draws on both national and local evidence to compare schools with their expected performance outcomes, given the social context in which their students live. This is arguably the only fair way to compare outcomes across units of government and to show the "value-added" difference that each unit can make with its raw material. By comparing the difference schools make with their students, and not just the qualities students bring to school, federal programs can help reward the best practices that each school can undertake in its own context.
The Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act is part of a larger group of programs that arguably constitute symbolic pork. These programs differ from traditional pork barrel funds, which bring jobs or tangible benefits such as construction projects to one congressional district at a time. Symbolic pork puts money into every congressional district to symbolize federal concern about a problem, regardless of what effect the money has-or how small the amounts of money may be. Each mem-ber of Congress gets to say that he or she has voted for this program whenever constituents complain about crime or drugs in schools. By this logic, no member of Congress could ever vote against such funding, because that vote could imply indifference to problems of school safety and drug abuse. Nor can members easily vote to limit grass-roots control of the money, after a decade of predictable funding.
Such spending can even be "symbolic" rather than tangible in terms of the choice of problems it addresses. By choosing problems based on subjective concerns of the voters, instead of on the basis of objective knowledge, Congress may spend money on nonexistent or minor problems-government by anecdote as opposed to government by analysis. If voters were aroused by several blizzards, for example, despite evidence of declining snowfall nationwide, the passage of a national blizzard prevention program would constitute symbolic pork.
This analysis uses the metaphor of the Food and Drug Administration to argue for national evidence-based government. If there were an FDA for schools, what would it say about school violence and drugs? Guided solely by the best evidence available, what would one conclude about the severity and shape of the problems? Given the shape of the problems and the available policy evaluations, what would be the best policy? If an effective program were designed to be run from Washington based on the best national knowledge available, what would it look like? On what principles would the resources be allocated, how would what works be determined, and how would specific prevention methods be selected?
Problems and Solutions: Evidence-Based Analysis
Most schools are safe, although few are drug-free. The causes of violence and drug abuse are largely external to the schools themselves, although school management can make a moderate contribution to preventing those problems. Substantial research evidence suggests that putting the right kinds of programs into the small number of high-risk schools could succeed in making schools somewhat safer and more drugfree. While far more research is still needed, some old-favorite methods are known to be ineffective.
The rare problem of school violence is heavily concentrated in a small number of schools in urban poverty areas. Fixing the problem in urban schools would largely solve the nation's school violence problem. Mass murders have increased slightly in recent years-including the rare occurrences in nonurban schools-but overall rates of violent injury of high school students have remained virtually unchanged since 1985.
Drug abuse is more widespread than violence, but only moderately linked to schools. Most students who use drugs do so off school property. Schools are more commonly used for exchange of drugs than their consumption. Marijuana use by high school seniors has fallen and risen since 1985, cocaine use has fallen, and hallucinogen use has risen.
The causes of these problems are mostly beyond school walls, and schools at best can have moderate effects on them. But good evidence exists about how those effects can be achieved.
The Problems
While the problems of violence and drug abuse are different in their geography, neither of them has changed much in the past decade.
VIOLENCE IN SCHOOLS. On average, American schools are among the safest places on Earth. While the number of mass murder incidents nationwide rose from two in 1992-93 to six in 1997-98, the overall murder rate has always been far lower in schools than in environments outside schools. In 1992-94, the murder rate for children in schools was less than 0.45 per 100,000 person-years. 5 The overall U.S. homicide rate in those years was about 9 per 100,000, or twenty times higher than the rate in schools. 6 For children outside of school, the murder rate was more than 20 per 100,000. 7 Thus American children are, on average, fortyfour times more likely to be murdered out of school than they are in school. Moreover, they are far safer sitting in American schools than they are living in low-homicide countries such as Australia, England, and New Zealand. 8 Yet not all children are created equal in their risk of being murdered, either in school or out. School violence, like serious violence in general, is heavily concentrated in highly segregated neighborhoods where most adults are out of the labor force. 9 Homicide rates in some urban neighborhoods reach 180 per 100,000, or twenty times the national homicide rate and almost four hundred times the national risk of murder in school. 10 Fully 90 percent of all 109,000 schools nationwide report not one serious violent incident in a year. But 17 percent of schools in cities report at least one incident, compared with 11 percent on the urban fringe, 8 percent of rural schools, and 5 percent of schools in small towns.
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High schools and middle schools carry most of the risk of violence. In 1996-97, 21 percent of high schools and 19 percent of middle schools reported at least one serious violent event; only 4 percent of elementary schools did. This difference also tracks the age structure of serious violence outside of school.
Schools are more dangerous for teachers than for students. While students are victimized by serious violent acts at the rate of about 10 per 1,000 per year, teachers face more than twice that rate. Teachers in urban schools are victimized at the rate of 39 incidents per 1,000, about double the rates of 20 per 1,000 for teachers in suburban schools and 22 per 1,000 in rural schools. 12 The rate of violence against students in schools has remained remarkably constant over the past fifteen years, despite the national doubling in the overall juvenile homicide rate during that time. 13 That conclusion is evident in the prevalence of high school seniors who reported to the annual University of Michigan survey that in the past twelve months, while they were "at school (inside or outside or on a schoolbus)," they had been injured with a weapon "like a knife, gun or club. " While table 1 shows the disproportionate concentration of injuries among black seniors (which would be even greater absent the higher dropout rate among inner- city students), it also shows virtually no substantial change in rates of violence since the program started in 1987. These rates of injury may seem high to most adults. But they are comparable to national rates. In 1995 the national rate of victimization by all violent crime was 5 incidents per 100 people. For crimes of violence with injury, the national rate for all ages was 1 incident per 100, but for persons aged sixteen to nineteen it was 3.3 per 100. 14 The shape of the violence problem in general is that it is heavily concentrated among young men and has been for centuries-both in and out of school. 15 Public perceptions of the school violence problem may be driven less by these rates than by anecdotal evidence. The national concern over mass murders in schools clearly increases the perception of all schools as dangerous, at-risk environments. But from a policy perspective, the shape of the mass murder problem is a needle in a haystack. Predicting where such incidents will occur is virtually impossible, despite the tendency to have 20/20 hindsight about the predictability of each event after it has happened. 16 From a political perspective, extreme cases reaffirm the need for a program to fix the problem of unsafe schools, regardless of how safe they are in any objective sense.
DRUG USE IN SCHOOLS. Drug use in schools appears to be more prevalent and more widespread than violent crime but is still limited to a small fraction of all students. More than 91 percent of all high school students, and some two-thirds of current users of marijuana, say they do not use marijuana on school property. More common is acquiring drugs on school property. For 1995, the Centers for Disease Control Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance System (YRBSS) reports that 32 percent of all high school students have been offered, given, or sold an illegal drug on school property. This figure varies little by race: 31.7 percent for whites, 28.5 percent for blacks, and 40.7 percent for Hispanics.
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These data do not provide separate estimates for inner-city schools, so the shape of the drug problem cannot be directly compared with the shape of violence. However, the analysis of where children are at risk for these problems, and whether schools are above or below the average risk for any location in their communities, can be replicated. While some 42 percent of students claimed to have used marijuana at least once in their lifetime, and 25 percent report current use, only 8.8 percent report current marijuana use (any time in the last thirty days) on school property. This latter figure also varies little by race, at 7 percent for whites and around 12 percent for blacks and Hispanics.
Overall the data suggest that schools may be largely drug-free even when their students are not. The data on drug transfers suggest that schools may be more a marketplace for drugs than a place for their consumption. That might still be a damning indictment if students could get drugs only at school. The widespread availability of drug markets outside school suggests that drug-free schools might never create drug-free students. Even so, availability of drugs at school does make some difference. Controlling for individual propensity to use drugs, individual decisions to use drugs increase when more students in a school say that drugs are easy to buy there. 18 Surveys of high school seniors conducted each year since 1985 show how few changes have occurred in their drug use over the most recent twelve months since the advent of the program in 1987 (see table 2 ).
The Causes
The causes of youth violence and drug abuse in schools have only a modest connection to how schools are run. The fact that most youth violence occurs outside schools suggests that schools do a good job of protecting students against violence for seven hours a day. The best predictor of the safety of a school is the safety of its neighborhood. 19 Once the effect of neighborhood violence rates is controlled, little (although some) variability remains in the safety of each school. Only some of that variability can be explained by how the schools are run. Smaller schools are safer than larger schools. Schools with a sense of community and strong administrative leadership are safer than schools that lack these characteristics. It may be easier to create a sense of community in smaller schools, but size is only one factor in school climate. The pessimistic view of the high correlation between community problems and school problems is compositional: The composition, or kinds of students each school has, determines its level of violence and drug abuse. Much like the conclusions of research on family factors in determining educational achievement, this view says that family and background factors of students shape the school safety climate and overwhelm good educators. 20 This argument concludes that it is futile to modify schools if the community is the prime source of school problems; modifying communities and their families would work far better and would naturally improve the schools.
Good evidence against that view comes from Gary and Denise Gottfredson's 1985 analysis of 1976 crime data from more than six hundred secondary schools. 21 This study measured characteristics of communities, students, and schools. Schools were measured by interviews with students, teachers, and principals. Their analysis shows that community structural characteristics (such as rates of unemployment and singleparent households) and student compositional characteristics (such as the number of parents in each student's home) were so highly correlated that they could not be separately estimated. Even after controlling for these characteristics, however, school climate still varied-and had a clear effect on rates of victimization in schools. For junior high schools, community factors explained 54 percent of the variance in victimization of teachers, but school factors explained an additional 12 percent. Community factors explained only 5 percent of the variance in junior high school victimization of students, while school effects explained 19 percent. Thus depending on the measure, school effects can be even greater than compositional or community effects on junior high crime rates.
School effects are somewhat weaker for senior highs, but still important. Community factors explain 43 percent of the variance in teacher victimization rates, while school factors explain an additional 18 percent of the variance. For student victimization rates, community factors explain 21 percent of the variance, while school effects explain another 6 percent of the variance.
If school characteristics matter, which ones affect rates of crime the most? The Gottfredsons found that three general factors may cause less crime: size and resources, governance, and student socialization. Specifically, schools have less teacher victimization, independent of community context, when they have -More teaching resources, -Smaller total enrollment (junior highs) or smaller student-teacher ratios (senior highs), -More consistent and fair discipline, -Less democratic teacher attitudes toward parent and student control (junior highs only), -Less punitive teacher attitudes, -More teacher-principal cooperation (senior highs only), and -Higher student expectations that rules will be enforced (junior highs), and commitment to conventional rules (senior highs).
The Gottfredsons found similar factors also affect rates of student victimization, especially perceptions of the fairness and consistency of school discipline. 22 Despite the independent effect of school factors on crime, school management is highly correlated with community characteristics. The most disorganized schools are found in the most disorganized communities. Does this mean that schools cannot be improved to reduce crime? No. But it does reflect the size of the challenge facing any policy trying to produce that result. That challenge can be met more effectively on the basis of experimental and quasi-experimental research that has compared a wide range of different strategies for enhancing school capacity to prevent crime and drug abuse.
The Solutions
How should the United States spend $500 million per year to foster safe and drug-free schools? Note that the question is not how much, if any, money to spend on this objective. Evidence-based government could help rank the relative importance of different issues, and even help allocate resources among them. Yet those decisions are increasingly the result of poll-driven politics, which is just another technology in the long his-tory of democracy. 23 Criminologists might argue for redirecting the money to a general reconstruction of community, family, housing, and labor markets in small areas of the fifty-four cities producing more than half of all homicides in America. 24 But that option, for now, is off the table. If the money is inevitably to be spent on schools, the best evidence can still be used to design the best program. Doing that requires matching resources to risks, learning what works, and crafting policy from evidence.
MATCHING RESOURCES TO RISKS. The evidence shows highly uneven risks of violence, with most school violence found in a small percentage of schools. The evidence is less clear about the concentration of drug abuse. Thus it may make sense to split the efforts for controlling drugs and violence. This requires some criterion for weighing the relative importance of the two problems. One criterion is cost to the taxpayers. An estimated $20,000 in medical costs results from each nonfatal gun injury, most of which is borne by taxpayers. The number of drug-related auto accidents or violent crimes is much harder to estimate. But a 50-50 split between the two problems is probably as good an estimate as any.
Where should this country spend $250 million annually to foster safer schools? The evidence suggests the money should be put where the crime is, concentrating most of the funds in the schools with most of the violence, generally located in urban poverty areas. This strategy is made easier by the relative lack of resources in many of the most dangerous schools. The evidence on how to allocate the funds would have to be gathered carefully, to ensure that schools do not increase crime reporting just to get more money. Police records on neighborhood crime rates might be a better source of data.
Where should this country spend $250 million annually to foster drugfree schools? The evidence suggests that this objective requires far broader distribution of funds than for violence prevention. Nonetheless, an ample literature exists on the inequitable support for education across school districts. If federal funds are to make the most difference, a question still arises of whether all school districts should be funded equally per student, or on some measure of risk given each school's constraints. The "old" federalism would require extensive paperwork to demonstrate each school's need and a comprehensive proposal for federal officials to review. But that is what grass-roots solutions reject. Using measures of drug use, either the National Institute of Drug Abuse (NIDA) or the Pres-ident's Office for Narcotics and Drug Control Policy (drug czar) could assign a risk level to every one of the fifteen thousand school districts in the nation and create three levels of risk: high, medium, and low. Then, for example, 60 percent of the funds should be assigned to the high-risk districts, 30 percent to the medium-risk districts, and 10 percent to the low-risk districts.
In a political process, resources can rarely be matched to risks, especially when the need is greatest among those with the least political power. But whatever principle is used to allocate resources across schools, the next question is how to spend the money in each school. Mainstream evaluators continue to believe that good science and reliable measurement can reveal more about cause and effect than the opinions of people delivering the programs. This group, which includes myself, continues to press for randomized field trials, multisite replication, testing and refinement of microprocesses, and theory-based programs. Many of this group would prefer a combination of qualitative process evaluations and controlled impact analysis, although they are often accused of caring only for the latter. Their view of how to scale up from pilot to national program is cautious, with a preference for an incremental process of testing at each level of larger scale.
Program advocates learn what works from personal experience. They make things happen with remarkable success, overcoming obstacles that might restrain the growth of their programs. Evaluation is one such obstacle. They would not work so hard for their programs if they had any doubt as to the program's benefits. That viewpoint inevitably makes evaluation at best a distraction, and at worst a threat. Advocates often ask elected officials to observe their programs firsthand, talk to staff and clients, hear the testimonials, and feel the enthusiasm. That method of evaluation, to them, is a far more reliable indicator of success than whatever statistics might show, because statistics can show anything. Both this viewpoint and the evaluators' have been around for decades, and both are predictable.
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The newest school of thought may be called the antinomian critics of the scientific method. Lisbeth B. Schorr is an articulate exponent of this viewpoint, which stresses the difficulty of placing comprehensive, flexible programs into a controlled test. 26 The basic argument is that variability is essential to program success, but inimical to controlled testing. Therefore, controlled tests should be abandoned in favor of less rigorous research designs. Low internal validity designs are the only research possible for the kind of multitreatment, comprehensive, one-size-does-notfit-all interventions that are needed. Tom Loveless has applied this perspective to education policy research, arguing against anyone trying to define "best practices" based on research results. He also stresses the responsiveness of each teacher to each student, arguing against researchbased policy, which by definition constrains that virtue. 27 From the perspective of mainstream evaluation, the antinomian view confuses the limitations of inadequate research funding with inadequate methods of science. The primary reason that variability within treatment group is problematic for evaluation is limited research funding. With larger sample sizes, more resources for consultation with practitioners, and other resources, the scientific method can use controlled tests of many variations and combinations of strategies. What evaluators call "Solomon" designs, with ten or twenty different treatment groups in a randomized comparison, can be taken out of the laboratory and put into field tests, given enough money and time to enlist the partnership and commitment of teachers. With 14,000 police agencies, 15,000 school districts, 109,000 schools, and more than 1,000,000 classrooms, more than enough cases are available for analysis. Even in big cities, where the numbers of governments get smaller, the number of contact points remains enormous.
Evidence-based government takes its inspiration (and its name) from evidence-based medicine. 28 That nascent field faces similar debates between evaluators, doctors, and antinomian critics of randomized trials. Yet medicine persists in seeking elegant simplicity for clarification of evidence, with a five-point scale of the strength of each study supporting each choice of medical treatment. 29 Similarly, the University of Maryland's Department of Criminology and Criminal Justice recently employed a five-point scale to rank the strength of evidence from each evaluation of crime prevention practices. 30 This scale was employed in a congressionally mandated review of the effectiveness of the $4 billion in state and local crime prevention assistance administered by the U.S. Department of Justice. The law required that the review "employ rigorous and scientifically recognized standards and methodologies." 31 Following that mandate, the Maryland report defined its scientific methods scale as follows:
Level 1: Correlation between a crime prevention program and a measure of crime or crime risk factors at a particular time.
Level 2: Temporal sequence between the program and the crime or risk outcome clearly observed, or a "comparison" group present without demonstrated comparability to the treatment group.
Level 3: Before-after comparison between two or more units of analysis, one with and one without the program.
Level 4: Before-after comparison between multiple units with and without the program, controlling for other factors, or a with a nonequivalent comparison group that has only minor differences evident.
Level 5: Random assignment and analysis of comparable units to program and comparison groups.
Using this scale, the report then classified all crime prevention programs (defined as local methods, not federal funding "streams") for which sufficient evidence was available. What works. These programs are reasonably certain to prevent crime or reduce risk factors for crime in the kinds of social contexts in which they have been evaluated, and for which the findings should be generalizable to similar settings in other places and times. Programs coded as "working" by this definition must have at least two level 3 evaluations with statistical significance tests and the preponderance of all available evidence showing effectiveness.
What doesn't work. These programs are reasonably certain to fail to prevent crime or reduce risk factors for crime, using the identical scientific criteria used for deciding what works.
What's promising. These are programs for which the level of certainty from available evidence is too low to support generalizable conclusions, but for which some empirical basis exists for predicting that further research could support such conclusions. Programs are coded as "promising" if they were found effective in at least one level 3 evaluation and the preponderance of the evidence.
What's unknown. Any program not classified in one of the three above categories is defined as having unknown effects.
The weakest aspect of this classification system is that no standard means is available for determining which variations in program content and setting might affect generalizability. In the current state of science, that can be accomplished only by the accumulation of many tests in many settings with all major variations on the program theme. None of the programs reviewed for the Maryland report had accumulated such a body of knowledge. The conclusions about what works and what doesn't work should therefore be read as more certain to the extent that the conditions of the field tests can be replicated in other settings. The greater the differences between evaluated programs and other programs using the same name, the less certain or generalizable the conclusions of any report must be.
In her chapter of the Maryland report, Denise C. Gottfredson reviewed available evidence on the programs designed to reduce violence and drug use in schools. Her work was not an evaluation of the Safe and DrugFree Schools program, but its results can be summarized as a basis for an evidence-based program to accomplish those goals.
WHAT WORKS IN PREVENTION. Given the research on the causes of the problems of violence and drugs at school, most effective programs not surprisingly treat the whole school and do not just supplement the curriculum. Building on social organization theory, these programs have taken the holistic approach that all aspects of school life can affect violence and substance abuse. Whether school starts on time, for example, can affect student perceptions that discipline is fair and consistent, which in turn can affect the level of crime and drug abuse. The specific conclusions Gottfredson reached follow.
What works. Building school capacity to initiate and sustain innovation through the use of school "teams" or other organizational development strategies works to reduce delinquency and is promising for reducing substance abuse. 32 -Clarifying and communicating norms about behavior through rules, reinforcement of positive behavior, and schoolwide initiatives (such as antibullying campaigns) reduce crime and delinquency and substance abuse. 33 -Social competency skills curricula, such as Life Skills Training (LST), which teach over a long period of time such skills as stress management, problem solving, self-control, and emotional intelligence, reduce delinquency and substance abuse. 34 -Training or coaching in "thinking" skills for high-risk youth using behavior modification techniques or rewards and punishments reduces substance abuse. 35 What doesn't work. This list includes some of the most popular attempts at prevention that have been developed and promoted by strong advocates. These are in widespread use in schools, both with and without federal funding. They are based on what appear to their advocates to be reasonable theories and produce strong anecdotal evidence. But they all fail to show prevention effects in at least two studies at the Maryland scale level 3 or higher:
-Counseling and peer counseling of students fail to reduce substance abuse or delinquency, and can even increase delinquency. 36 -Drug Abuse Resistance Education (D.A.R.E.), a curriculum taught by uniformed police officers primarily to fifth and sixth graders in more than seventeen lessons, has virtually no effect on prevention of drug abuse. 37 Available evaluations are limited to the original D.A.R.E. curriculum, which was modified slightly in 1993 and again in 1998, now extending from K-12 in Los Angeles.
-Instructional programs focusing on information dissemination, fear arousal, moral appeal, self-esteem, and affective education generally fail to reduce substance abuse. 38 -Alternative activities and school-based leisure time enrichment programs, including supervised homework, self-esteem exercises, community service, and field trips, fail to reduce delinquency risk factors or drug abuse. 39 What's promising. The following programs have only one level 3 or higher study showing that they work, but no studies of that strength showing that they do not work:
-"Schools within schools" programs (such as Student Training through Urban Strategies or STATUS) that group students into smaller units for more supportive interaction or flexibility in instruction have reduced drug abuse and delinquency. 40 -Training or coaching in "thinking" skills for high-risk youth using behavior modification techniques or rewards and punishments may reduce delinquency and are known to work to reduce substance abuse. 41 CRAFTING POLICY FROM EVIDENCE. Three decades ago under the old federalism, a highly trained civil servant in Washington might have taken this list and offered funding to schools that could propose plausible plans for replicating one or more of the programs that work. Each proposal would have been carefully reviewed, and perhaps regional federal officials might even have visited each site. If the program was not implemented as planned, some attempt might have been made to cut off the funds, but an appeal to a member of Congress might have stopped that quickly.
Under the new federalism, the law essentially limits civil servants in Washington to writing a check and enclosing with it a manual of recommended programs. The premise is that no one in Washington is close enough to local conditions to decide what kinds of programs are most appropriate for any given locale. While that may be true, proximity alone may not lead to the right answer. Local officials may have more information, but they may also be more susceptible to the enthusiasm of advocates selling what has proven to be snake oil.
Antinomian critics of the list of what works and what doesn't work will cite the uncertainty about generalizability of the results. So do the evaluators. Gilbert Botvin, the inventor of Life Skills Training-the most effective (but by no means the most widely used) drug prevention curriculum-examined the variability in the quality of implementation after teacher training. He found that the percentage of curricular materials covered in the classroom varied widely from school to school, from 27 percent to 97 percent, with an average of 68 percent. Only 75 percent of the students were taught at least 60 percent of the required content. Most important, the level of implementation directly affected results. When less than 60 percent of the program elements are taught, the program fails to prevent drug abuse. 42 This "flexibility" of committed teachers is what the antinomians wish to preserve. Lisbeth Schorr, for example, objects to a McDonald's restaurant kind of formula for ensuring consistency across programs-largely on the empirically testable grounds that it cannot be delivered, but also on the grounds that theory-based flexibility will work better. Botvin's evi-dence partly falsifies the latter claim but may support the former claim. It is not clear that the means are yet available to ensure proper implementation of the programs that work, even if funding could be limited to such proven programs.
Lacking the means to ensure fidelity does not mean that they cannot be provided. Just as research can show what works and what doesn't work to prevent crime, it can also learn what works in program implementation. Here again, the limits of the scientific method could be confused with the current limits in funding. With adequate investment in the research and development (R&D) effort to learn how to implement effective programs, evidence-based teaching and evidence-based school leadership could be fostered in ways that reduce violence and drug abuse.
Had $6 billion been spent on such an R&D effort over the past twelve years, an effective means of encouraging grass-roots adoption of effective practices may have been developed by now. Instead, the $6 billion was given to local officials to spend any way they wanted. The results are not encouraging.
Symbolic Pork: The Return on Investment
The Safe and Drug-Free Schools program is based on two key principles. One is that everyone should get an equal share of money per student, regardless of need. The other is that interference from Washington should be minimal. Ironically, federal officials are the first to be blamed for any local program failures. A Los Angeles Times exposé in 1998 documented such failures extensively. Yet in his 1999 State of the Union address, President Bill Clinton received bipartisan applause when he called for continuing the program.
The Shape of the Legislation
The Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act, first enacted in 1986, was most recently reauthorized in 1994 under Title IV of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. 43 The law divides the available funds on the basis of the number of students in each state. It gives 20 percent of each state's funds to governors to award as grants. The 80 percent balance of the money is allocated to each school district on the basis of enrollment.
The result of this formula is to spread the money thinly across the 14,881 school districts in the country, most of which participate in the program. Six out of every ten school districts receive $10,000 or less each year. Small districts may receive only $200 or $300, which does not even cover paperwork processing time. The Greenpoint Elementary School District in Humboldt County, California, received $53 in 1997 for its twenty students. 44 Large school districts, in contrast, can spend the money on substantial administrative costs. The Los Angeles Unified School District received $8 million from the program in 1997 for its 660,000 students. It spent $2.2 million-28 percent-of the funds on the program's administration, including a $1,000 bonus to teachers who serve as program coordinators at each school.
School districts are also authorized to spend up to 20 percent of their funds for security measures, such as metal detectors or security guards. Schools in communities as safe as State College, Pennsylvania, have followed this suggestion in recent years, assigning police or guards to patrol the schools. So did Columbine High School in Littleton, Colorado, although to no effect in preventing a mass murder.
Administrative Rulemaking
In response to the March 1997 University of Maryland report on preventing crime, the U.S. Department of Education in July 1997 proposed revised guidelines to make the program more evidence-based. The proposed rules tried to limit the funding to activities for which some research showed effectiveness. These guidelines originally proposed that each state or school district "design and implement its programs for youth based on research or evaluation that provides evidence that the programs used prevent or reduce drug use, violence, or disruptive behavior among youth." 45 Yet, in the politics of the new federalism, even this proved too tough a standard to impose.
In June 1998, the department summarized the comments received on the proposed principles and published its final "nonregulatory guidance for implementing SDFSCA [Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act] principles of effectiveness." The comments indicate a strong grass-roots reaction against an attempt to invoke evidence-based government. The final rules show the compromises the Department of Education made to preserve the symbolism of evidence-based government without much reality: 46 Comments: Several commentators noted the lack of research-based programs in drug and violence prevention that meet local needs. One of those commentators stated that the high standard imposed by the SDFS [Safe and Drug-Free Schools] Principles of Effectiveness would create a "cartel" or monopoly since very few programs can meet the standard established.
Discussion: While a significant body of research about effective programs that prevent youth drug use and violence exists, even more needs to be done to identify a broader group of programs and practices that respond to varied needs.
Changes: Based on these concerns, the Secretary has modified the language accompanying this principle. These modifications broaden the scope of the term "research-based" approach to include programs that show promise of being effective in preventing or reducing drug use or violence.
Comment: One commentator expressed concern that implementation of the SDFS Principles of Effectiveness may force rural LEAs [local educational agencies] to replace "old favorite" programs that they feel have been working for them with prevention programs that have been proven to work in other socio-economic areas-such as high-population LEAs-but may not be appropriate to their needs.
Discussion: The Department plans to provide technical assistance to help LEAs obtain information about effective, research-based programs appropriate for an LEA's demographics. The purpose of the SDFS Principles of Effectiveness is to ensure that funds available to grantees under the SDFSCA are used in the most effective way. This allows LEAs to continue "old favorite" programs if they are effective or show promise of effectiveness.
The language of "promise" in the revised guidance raises the basic question of how "research-based programs" are defined. "Promise" is not defined the same way as in the Maryland report, with at least one level 3 impact evaluation showing a positive result. No definition of "researchbased programs" is found anywhere in either the Principles of Effectiveness (which have the force of administrative rules) or the accompanying "Nonregulatory Guidance." In the final published version supplementing the Federal Register announcement, one section discussed (but did not define) the meaning of programs that show promise of being effective:
Recipients that choose this approach should carefully examine the program they plan to implement to determine if it holds promise of success. Does it share common components or elements with programs that have been demonstrated to be successful? Is the program clearly based on accepted research? Is there preliminary data or other information that suggest that the program shows promise of effectiveness?
If recipients decide to implement a promising program, at the end of no more than two years of implementation they must be prepared to demonstrate to the entity providing their grant that the program has been effective in preventing or reducing drug use, violence, or disruptive behavior, or in modifying behaviors or attitudes demonstrated to be precursors of drug use or violence.
This section is followed by a questions-and-answers section on how to evaluate programs, which provides this further detail:
Q53. What does "evaluate" mean? A53. Evaluation is the systematic collection and analysis of data needed to make decisions. Periodically, recipients will need to examine the programs being implemented to determine if they are meeting established measurable goals and objectives. The nature and extent of such evaluation activities will vary, and should be selected after considering the methods that are appropriate and feasible to measure success of a particular intervention. . . . Q55. Must evaluation efforts include a control group? A55. No, recipients are not required to establish a control group.
Thus a close reading of these rules suggests that research-based or promising programs can mean anything that recipients say they mean. Expressed in terms of the Maryland scale, evaluations need not be any higher than level 1 or 2. Because no clear requirement exists for an outcome measure, some recipients might even interpret this language to allow goals to be defined in terms of inputs alone-so many students attending D.A.R.E. classes, for example. By failing to define the meaning of "research-based," the department continued the basic policy of letting recipients spend the money without regard to results. But it is not clear that Congress or the White House would have allowed the department to push much further if the grass-roots protests had become loud.
In the final language of the explanatory comments accompanying the principle of research-based programs, the department tried to please both the antinomians and the mainstream evaluators simultaneously by urging each school district to conduct its own extensive review of the scientific literature:
While the Secretary recognizes the importance of flexibility in addressing State and local needs, the Secretary believes that the implementation of research-based programs will significantly enhance the effectiveness of programs supported with SDFSCA funds. In selecting effective programs most responsive to their needs, grantees are encouraged to review the breadth of available research and evaluation literature, and to replicate these programs in a manner consistent with their original design.
How the Money Has Been Spent
Given the legislation and rules, the resulting expenditures were predictable. Los Angeles Times reporter Ralph Frammolino spent months learning what the Department of Education has no system for knowing: how the local education authority recipients spent the money. While neither a systematic audit nor a social scientist's coding of different categories of spending, Frammolino's research provides a level of detail that supports his basic conclusion: "Left to thrash about for any strategy that works, local officials scatter federal money in all directions and on unrelated expenses." 47 Frammolino found many examples of schools spending money on entertainment that was, in theory, supposed to inspire students to stay drug-free. The theoretical basis of that claim is not clear in his examples:
-Several months before the March 1998 murders in Jonesboro, Arkansas, the school used program funds to hire a magician.
-One Washington-based magician makes two hundred performances annually with a drug awareness theme, of which some 25 percent are paid for with program funds. The $500 show lasts forty-five minutes, during which "we might cut a girl in half and talk about drugs damaging a body." -The 1997 Miss Louisiana gives antidrug talks paid for by program funds, in which she sings the theme song from "Titanic" and Elvis Presley's "If I Can Dream." -A school district outside Sacramento paid $400 for a speaker who described the life of Dylan Thomas and his death from alcohol.
Other program funds are spent on the "alternative activities" that Denise Gottfredson's review found ineffective. In Los Angeles, more than $15,000 was spent on tickets to Dodgers games and $850 was spent for Disneyland passes. In Eureka, Utah, officials spent $1,000 on fishing equipment for field trips in which students go fishing with a health teacher. The teacher said he thought students might learn to prefer fishing to drinking and trying drugs. In Virginia Beach, program funds paid for lifeguards and dunking booths for drug-free graduation activities.
Many dollars are spent in aid of classroom instruction, although the connection to violence and drug prevention is unclear. Hammond, Louisiana, police spent $6,500 in program funds to buy a remotecontrolled, three-foot replica police car toy. In Michigan, a state audit found $1.5 million spent on full models of the human torso, $81,000 for large sets of plastic teeth and toothbrushes, and $18,500 for recordings of the "Hokey Pokey." These aids were used to teach sex education, toothbrushing, and self-esteem, respectively.
Enormous sums are spent on publications. More than half of the $8 million in Los Angeles went to buy books, including $3.3 million in character education books published by a small firm specializing in books reimbursed by the program. The books provide second to fifth graders with "lessons in character." These books are part of a program that is supposed to be taught for a minimum of twenty-four forty-minute sessions spread across the school year, teaching "pillars of character: respect, responsibility, fairness, and trustworthiness." Another $900,000 was paid for substitutes to replace 2,354 teachers who spent a day attending seminars on how to inculcate character in elementary schools, or to lead discussion groups with older "at-risk" students.
Frammolino reports that "student assistance groups" take about half the national budget for the program. In Los Angeles, 141 schools run 2,450 groups of high-risk students led by teachers given five days of training and a script. The students are pulled out of one class period per month to discuss their personal problems. They are not exposed to Life Skills Training, the research-based curriculum that San Diego school officials obtained $1 million in federal funds to implement-one of the few large districts known to have done so. 48 
Estimating Return on Investment
For the program funds spent on counseling, the return on investment for that money is reliably estimated to be zero. Mark Lipsey's 1992 metaanalysis of juvenile delinquency interventions found counseling near the bottom in effectiveness, with an average effect size of -.01. Gary Gottfredson's 1987 level 3 evaluation of peer counseling groups similar to the Student Assistance Program groups in Los Angeles found that they increased delinquency slightly, instead of reducing it. 49 Whatever portion of program funds is spent on alternative leisure activities is also producing zero return for prevention. The evidence shows either no effects from such programs or increases in delinquency from mixing high-risk and low-risk youth in the absence of strong prosocial norms. These "old favorites" may appear effective to the teachers who lead them, but they can hardly tell what effect the programs have on delinquency when the teachers are not around. One program of such activities led by a street gang social worker kept offending rates high until the program's funding ran out. When the activities ended, the gang's cohesion declined, and so did its members' offending rates. 50 The return from hiring magicians, singers, speakers, and other inspirational performers is unknown. It seems reasonable to dismiss these programs as a waste of money, if only because no plausible theory or indirect evidence suggests that these activities might prevent violence or drug abuse.
Estimating the return on investment in character education is a harder task. James Q. Wilson wrote after the Littleton murders that American schools were designed primarily for character education, a mission they have lost in recent years. He suggested that, if schools got serious about this task, they might be able to foster a climate less conducive to violence. However, whether mere books and lectures are enough to make character education the central mission of a school is not clear. The research on whole school organizational strategies may indicate the extent of the changes required. Nonetheless, both the character curricula and Wilson's larger hypothesis remain unevaluated. Both could be fruitful topics for increased research on school-based prevention.
The most profitable investment in the program's portfolio may be the Life Skills Training curriculum. To the extent that the curriculum is fully taught, it could be achieving up to 66 percent reductions in substance abuse. 51 Yet it is unknown how much program funding is allocated to LST. Far more money appears to be spent on the police-taught D.A.R.E. program, which has shown meaningful prevention effects in none of its evaluations to date. (The reason Botvin's LST program is much less widely used than D.A.R.E. is that he lacks an advocacy organization comparable to D.A.R.E.'s national corporation; Botvin's program is also taught by teachers, who have much less visual and telegenic appeal than uniformed police officers in classrooms.)
It is difficult to demonstrate much if any clear prevention benefit from the half-billion dollars or more per year in federal funding for the program. Even in the face of congressional concern, the program remains alive because of its political benefit. As Representative George Miller (D-Calif.) told Frammolino, "Every elected official wants these programs in their district. Once you succumb to that pressure, you're just dealing with a political program. You're not dealing with drug prevention or violence prevention." Or as Representative Peter Hoekstra (R-Mich.) observed, "Most of the numbers on Safe and Drug-Free Schools will tell you that the federal program has failed miserably."
Marrying Grass Roots with Evidence
Can this program be saved? Can it do something useful, rather than squandering tax dollars indefinitely? Answering that question requires a more general perspective on the new federalism and evidence-based accountability. It also requires acknowledging the limitations of divided government, with different parties in control of the executive and legislative branches. As long as government is divided, Congress has no incentive to grant strong powers to the executive branch to improve results. Success by the administration may be good for the country, but bad for party politics. This was true when the program started in 1986 with a Democratic Congress and a Republican president and remains true in 1999 with a Republican Congress and a Democratic president.
Many have argued that the program should simply be eliminated. That response is not useful, given the strong political forces keeping the program alive. In the wake of the 1999 school murders, the program is less likely than ever to be eliminated, no matter how much evidence may support that conclusion. The only useful question is how the program might be modified, within the political constraints that Congress and the president perceive, to make schools even safer and more drug-free than they already are.
There are at least four possible approaches to modifying the program within its political constraints. One is the FDA model of federally approved programs. A second is the agricultural extension agent model for applying national knowledge. A third is the Government Performance and Results Act model for local accounting indicators. But only the fourth alternative, evidence-based government, seems likely to combine knowledge and democracy for good results.
The FDA Model
One alternative is more detailed legislation on programs eligible for federal funds. Congress may not want the administration deciding what programs are eligible, which could work to the administration's political advantage. But Congress could conduct its own review of the literature or delegate that task to the National Research Council of the National Academy of Sciences. That review could develop detailed blueprints for a selection of prevention methods that research has found to be effective. Congress could use its report to enact a legislated list of eligible prevention methods, just as the Food and Drug Administration certifies drugs found to be safe and effective for public distribution. Congress could also develop a list of methods found to be ineffective, which could be barred from federal funding. Room for innovations could be created by reserving 20 percent of funding for previously untested programs, along with requirements that the funded innovations be rigorously evaluated (level 3 or higher) by an independent research organization or university.
The major problem with this approach is that the available research lacks legitimacy across a wide spectrum of grass-roots leadership. The most commonly heard example of this problem is the statement that "D.A.R.E. may not work in the places it was studied, but we know it is working in our local schools." Even if one accepts all the available research that supports lists of effective and ineffective programs, those lists are very short. Much of what the program spends money on has never been evaluated, at least not in the precise form that each locality employs. The lack of knowledge about locally popular programs further reduces the legitimacy of the FDA approach at the grass-roots level.
The Agricultural Extension Agent Model
A more democratic approach would simply put the available knowledge into the hands of grass-roots leaders, using the agricultural extension agent model. Since 1919, the U.S. Department of Agriculture has shared with the states the cost of hiring university employees to provide evidence-based farming advice directly to farmers. Congress does not have to review any literature to do this. It merely pays for an ongoing flow of data between universities and farms and back again. This partnership has helped make America the breadbasket of the world. The subject matter of farming may not be as contentious as that of running schools, but controversy may not be the key variable. In agriculture and education alike, the key to success may be a close personal relationship between a university extension agent and a local decisionmaker.
If school districts could rely on educational extension agents to provide them with free technical assistance on how to spend their program funds, that might move the schools voluntarily toward adopting the same list of proven programs that an FDA model might develop. The problem with Washington bureaucrats, or even researchers in other cities, is that they are faceless and impersonal. The virtue of extension agents giving advice is that they become well-known personalities, long-term colleagues in the same community. Even medical doctors ignore research evidence when it comes to them in the form of publications and resent its bureaucratic imposition in the form of managed care reimbursement rules. As a RAND study discovered, doctors usually change their practices only when another doctor they know and respect persuades them to-not when they read a new study in the New England Journal of Medicine.
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Commentaries on the extension agent model have suggested that the agents would not necessarily stick to the evidence. Some commentators indict schools of education as often indifferent to research evidence and prone to pushing the latest fads. Social integration of extension agents with the grass-roots leadership could put pressure on the agents to find research that "justifies" the decisions local leaders make, rather than objectively informing those decisions. And without a basis for increasing the availability of strong evaluation research, these agents of applied research would have too little research to apply.
The GPRA Model
A third alternative is to require that each school receiving federal funds account for the results of those funds using the federal Government Performance and Results Act standards. This model assumes that localities cannot do their own controlled field tests of prevention programs, but they can at least document trends over time in crime and drug abuse associated with those programs. Given the secret nature of much crime and delin-quency, this would require schools to administer annual student surveys of self-reported victimization, offending, and drug abuse. Such instruments are readily available and would only require local competence in the administration and interpretation of such tests. Properly employed, these surveys could identify schools that showed greater or lesser success over time in preventing these problems, just as a certified public accountant statement shows how profit levels change over time in publicly held corporations.
The main limitation of this model is resources. As a recent RAND study suggests, local school leaders are unable to add such evaluations to their job descriptions. They already have far too many duties to start performing survey research. Their interpretation of the Safe and DrugFree Schools and Communities program is that it asks them to provide evaluations without paying for the work. 53 This problem is summarized elsewhere as "There's no such thing as free evidence." 54 Even more important, however, is the scientific limitation of the GPRA local accounting model. Without explicit field tests employing control groups, the causal link between programs and trends in "outcomes" will remain tenuous. And even with a local evaluation staff assigned to such accounting tasks on a full-time basis, the common failure to adjust for student background characteristics can make trend analysis a poor indicator of how successful schools are with the cards they are dealt.
The importance of controlling for student background characteristics cannot be overestimated. It is shocking that the national standards reform movement has failed to identify this issue, thus allowing schools serving wealthy communities to look more successful than schools serving poorer communities. A strong link exists between the social capital of the community and the overall success of the school. To account for the value that schools add to their students beyond what students acquire at home, all performance measures should control for the expected rates of student failure or success. This is as true of drug abuse as it is of Scholastic Assessment Test (SAT) scores. Parental educational levels, parental employment rates and income, prevalence of two-parent homes, and other factors can be measured in student surveys. But proper statistical controls for these background factors require competent data analysts in each state and large school district, people whose full-time job is the collection and interpretation of valid local accounting data. Merely requiring schools to produce GPRA-style trend data comes nowhere near meeting these needs.
Evidence-Based Democracy
The fourth, and arguably best, approach to reforming the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities program is to combine national knowledge, risk-adjusted local GPRA accounting, and grass-roots democracy. This approach starts with a participatory planning process of using data to hold programs accountable, one that includes representatives of schoolteachers, administrators, parents, school board members, students, and local taxpayers. Such a group can be called a planning committee, an oversight group, or a results task force. It could be operated at the margins of a school system, or it could be integrated into the ongoing supervision of the schools. It could meet in private, or it could hold annual public sessions in which each school principal is asked to account for the data assembled by the school district's own performance data analyst. Such high-visibility sessions could be as successful as the New York City Police "compstat" process or hospital "grand rounds" in focusing the organization on its outcomes, whether the outcomes measure crime and drug abuse or standardized achievement test scores. 55 No matter how each local education authority chooses to use the data, the key element of this approach is to put the right kind of data in its hands. These data should include both the latest, most complete results of national research, as well as highly refined local trend data. Such data should look not only at measures of crime and drug abuse, but also at measures of program implementation and fidelity. School climate measures from annual surveys of students and teachers would be a critical component of the local accounting data, given the strong relationship in the literature between school organizational climate and all schoolspecific results. The measurement of educational practices allows local conclusions to be drawn about cause and effect of different programs and practices. The measurement of school-specific-and possibly even teacher-specific or class-specific-results net of the student background characteristics helps identify true success or failure. And this process has proven successful at the hospital level in diagnosing high failure rates and improving results. 56 The use of these data would therefore constitute an iterative process of the kind proposed by W. Edwards Deming. Figure 1 shows how the process would draw on both national and local evidence on the relationship between practices and outcomes. The model is as applicable to drug abuse rates as it is to SAT scores. Its success depends largely on the quality of the data, and the quality of the leadership using the data to improve performance.
The major limitation of this approach is cost. The approach may not be feasible in the majority of school districts that are too small to support a performance data analyst, although state agencies could provide local schools with a time-shared performance analysis service. Even in the larger districts, the approach requires new data collection and new knowledge rarely found in-house. It is striking that the U.S. Department of Education would put into print the suggestion that "grantees are encouraged to review the breadth of available research and evaluation literature, and to replicate these programs in a manner consistent with their original design." It is unclear how many local education authorities have staff with the time and the training needed to do all that properly. However, Ph.D.-level "performance accountants" could devote their entire careers to reviewing and explaining the results of ongoing school-based prevention and performance program evaluations. School-based prevention research is a highly specialized field that few university professors are equipped to discuss. Only this kind of infrastructure can provide the requisite level of expertise in comprehending, communicating, and applying the research.
If Congress wants to see local prevention programs based on sound knowledge, perhaps the best way to achieve that goal is to pay for it. Changing the program to earmark an additional 10 percent of funds for performance data accounting would put some $50 million into this func-
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Implications for Reinventing Government and GPRA
As long as the Education Department is prohibited by law from "exercising any direction, supervision, or control over the curriculum or program of instruction of any school or school system," it makes little sense to hold the department accountable for results. 57 That is one example of the major flaw in GPRA in particular and in federal accountability in general in an era of grass-roots control. But the department could be empowered to measure results across local education authorities and use those measures for further pressure to adopt evidence-based government. That measurement could also be part of an amended Safe and Drug-Free Schools program. A university extension service associated with each school district could be charged with collecting standardized data from local police or other sources, all of which would be sent to Washington for analysis.
The method of outcome assessment is an important issue for making GPRA work. Perhaps the best way to ensure that performance measures are adjusted for student background characteristics is to require each state to produce a ranking of schools or school systems on standardized, background-controlled results. This ranking could allow schools in highpoverty areas to show more value-added results than schools in wealthy suburban areas. Aggregating such measures by state and nation could even allow the federal Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Community program to produce its own meaningful GPRA indicators for the nation's 14,881 school districts. The annual standing of each district (probably within category of urban, suburban, and rural schools) could become a point of pride in fostering an evidence-based culture of results guiding democracy at the grass roots.
Such rankings could also become a source of cheating. The more important evidence becomes, the more likely it is to be subverted. Thus, not surprisingly, a Texas school official was recently indicted for falsifying school test scores. That is one more reason to have a performance analyst symbolically clothed in the mantle of accounting, rather than science. Studies as such can always be discounted as irrelevant, but profit-and-loss statements carry overtones of serious business.
Conclusion
Other ways may exist to make the Safe and Drug-Free Schools program less wasteful and more useful. No matter how it is done, the fundamental challenge remains the same: marrying grass-roots federalism to a culture of evidence-based government. This marriage may be one of the few ways to overcome symbolic pork. It provides no solution to the mismatching of resources and risk. But it does begin to do what President Clinton proposed for federal education funding in his 1999 State of the Union address-to "change the way we invest that money, to support what works and to stop supporting what doesn't." 58 Comment by Christina Hoff Sommers Lawrence W. Sherman's "evidence-based" approach to school drug and safety problems is admirable and reasonable, but the difficulties of implementing his proposals should not be minimized. Many in the education establishment react with hostility and indignation to the very idea of an evidence-based policy, with the implied accountability that it entails. My more serious reservations pertain to his general approach of solving problems that vex U.S. schools by calling for yet more studies, more experts, more funding. Are more studies needed about how to improve the moral climate of schools? Schools would be much improved simply by applying what is already well known.
Sherman is on target when he shows how and why the current Safe and Drug-Free Schools program is failing. He notes that since 1986 the program has received more than $6 billion, yet "there is no evidence that this half-billion-dollar-per-year program has made schools safer or more drug-free." He cites several painful examples of how program monies have been spent wastefully. Some schools used funds for excursions to Disneyland, others for fishing trips and baseball games. Tens of thousands of dollars were spent on visiting magicians and other "edutainers." Drug Abuse Resistance Education (D.A.R.E.) is immensely popular with schools and parents. Uniformed policemen visit schools and warn students about the hazards of drugs. The trouble is it does not work. Neither does the everpopular peer counseling; this program may actually encourage drug usage by bringing high-risk and low-risk teenagers together.
One questionable expenditure not mentioned by Sherman is a 1998 K-12 anti-harassment and anti-violence curriculum entitled Quit It! (It was developed jointly by the Wellesley Center for Research on Women and Educational Equity Concepts and distributed by the National Education Association (NEA).) Among its many unusual classroom exercises, Quit It! instructs teachers on how to introduce a new version of the game tag:
Before going outside to play, talk about how students feel when playing a game of tag. Do they like to be chased? Do they like to do the chasing? How does it feel to be tagged out? Get their ideas about other ways the game might be played.
After students share their fears and apprehensions about tag, the teacher is advised to announce a new, nonthreatening version of the game called Circle of Friends-"Where nobody is ever 'out.' " Somehow, the authors of Quit It! were able to convince officials in the Department of Education that this was a good use of federal funds targeted for reducing school violence. No one seems to have asked anyone to show that Quit It! is an effective program. No talk was heard of control groups or randomized field testing. It was funded, rushed into print, and distributed by the NEA to teachers-bearing the imprimatur of the Department of Education and the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act. Somewhere today children are playing Circle of Friends.
Quit It! is just one of many examples of empirically baseless and socially useless government subsidized programs promoted by wellintended but misguided educators and government officials. Unfortunately, its approach is not atypical, and it shows how badly Sherman's reforms are needed. But it also reveals the irrational forces that any Sherman-inspired reformer will be up against.
Sherman's proposals depend critically on the availability of good data and solid research for grass-roots education groups to use when deciding on which programs to fund. He wants education experts to determine the "best practices" in pedagogy and programs, just as medical doctors routinely do, and to make this knowledge available to local schools. But Sherman may be overly optimistic about the prospects for getting responsible information from professional educators about best practices. Doctors are accustomed to changing their practices when negative evidence indicates the need for new practices. Educators are less sensitive and more resistant to empirical checks on their ideas, policies, and practices. Sherman is facing an uphill struggle.
Sherman says that his idea of having an evidence-based approach is inspired by the medical model for adopting new cures or diseasepreventing measures. The Life Skills Training program, which Sherman cites as the best program for reducing drug abuse in the schools, was not developed by educators but by Gilbert Botvin at the Cornell Medical School. Sherman notes that Botvin's program, though relatively effective, is not much used when compared with other programs that have advocacy organizations behind them. In the world of contemporary education, having logic, reason, and evidence on your side is no guarantee of success.
Despite the difficulties in implementing it, Sherman's evidence-based approach is clearly the right way to go. He is well aware of popular antagonisms to intrusive central controls. So he resists all suggestions of sending out knowledge elites from Washington telling local communities how to run their schools. He proposes instead to bring good science to local citizens groups, or as he puts it, "marrying grass roots with evidence." In this respect, Sherman's approach is especially attractive.
At the same time, Sherman's persistent emphasis on data and new research appears excessive. In the area of teen drug abuse, a relatively new phenomenon, the argument is plausible that more research on how to control it is needed. The case is different for the more general problem of student behavior and school safety. Schools are much less safe than they were earlier in the twentieth century. Schools were doing something right that they are no longer doing. Sherman pays little attention to the body of historical experience on how to civilize children.
He casually dismisses the observation sociologist James Q. Wilson made in the wake of the Littleton, Colorado, school murders. Wilson points out that schools have abandoned their traditional mission of character education, suggesting that this is in part responsible for an amoral climate that made the violence possible. If schools took ethics education more seriously, Wilson believes, they could diminish violence. Sherman reacts to Wilson's suggestion with skepticism. He wants evidence. He says that Wilson's hypotheses remain "unevaluated."
I believe that Sherman's dismissal of Wilson's point is unwarranted. Prestigious educators in the 1970s deliberately turned their backs on the schools' traditional mission of moral education. Some, such as Harvard University's former dean of education, Theodore Sizer, talked dismis-sively of the "old morality." In a 1990 ethics anthology, he and his coauthor point to a consensus among leading thinkers on moral education: "The old morality can and should be scrapped." 59 At the same time, influential Harvard University moral psychologists derided the "the old bags of virtue" that schools had traditionally promoted. For the last three decades, educators have been participating in a moral deregulation that has radically changed society, by allowing the children in their care to "find their own values."
Setting children ethically adrift in this way was irresponsible and socially harmful. Children need clear, unequivocal rules. They need structure. They thrive on firm tutelage from the adults in their lives. Aristotle laid down what children need some twenty-five hundred years ago: clear guidance on how to be moral human beings. The kind of direct moral education that Aristotle recommended has had a long and successful history in Western culture. Sherman wrongly suggests that this is something whose usefulness still needs to be evaluated.
To be sure, the usefulness of direct moral education can be confirmed anew. Some of the old approaches are now being rediscovered by objective researchers. Sherman admires the careful and rigorous work of criminologists Gary and Denise Gottfredson. But much of what they recommend is common sense dressed up in sociological jargon. Here is one of the ways they say schools can reduce crime and delinquency: "Clarifying and communicating norms about behavior through rules, reinforcement of positive behavior, and school wide initiatives (such as antibullying programs)." Translated into everyday prose, this comes down to saying that schools should be focusing on moral norms and insisting on good behavior. It calls on the schools to once again take up their responsibilities to foster moral development, discipline, and accountability. At the risk of sounding like one of those antinomians that Sherman criticizes, are new studies and research needed to confirm that schools should be "communicating norms about behavior through rules"?
I agree with Sherman that far too much "symbolic pork" exists in current programs aimed at enhancing the safety of children in schools. Efforts should be made to find ways to marry the grass roots with evidence of what works. But much about what works is already known, particularly that schoolchildren are much safer when their teachers feel strongly responsible for their moral development. Much or most of the money annually given for programs to make schools safer should be used to promote the revival of the schools' mission of moral education. That kind of constructive diversion of funds, now largely wasted in fatuous ways, would also have a great deal of popular and political support. Sherman warns "There's no such thing as free evidence." But there is. It is the distilled product of centuries of experience and it is called common sense.
Comment by Bruno V. Manno "Our goal in this crusade is nothing less than a drug-free generation." Thus spoke President Ronald Reagan on October 27, 1986, during a ceremony at which he signed a $1.7 billion law that contained $200 million for school-based drug prevention programs. And thus began the federal government's odyssey into a world that today has lost its focus, expanding from support for school-based drug prevention to programs as diverse as violence prevention, health education, after-school instruction in the arts, and the purchase of curricula that "promote the awareness of sensitivity to alternatives to violence through courses of study that include related issues of intolerance and hatred in history." 60 Lawrence W. Sherman argues that twelve years after the inception of what is now called the Safe and Drug-Free Schools program, with expenditures totaling more than $6 billion and going "to some fifteen thousand local school districts and fifty state governors to spend largely at their own discretion. No evidence shows that this half-billion-dollar-per-year program has made schools any safer or more drug-free." To the contrary, "much of the money has been wasted on performing magicians, fishing trips, and school concerts-and on methods (such as counseling) that research shows to be ineffective."
His conclusion is buttressed by other investigations of this program. A recent analysis by Matthew Rees said, "Twelve years after its inception, the federal government has yet to comprehensively evaluate it. In other words, after spending a total of $6 billion on the Safe and Drug-Free Schools program, there's no way of knowing whether it's working or not."
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A 1996-97 General Accounting Office report on the program's accountability and oversight provisions pinpointed the problems associated with ascertaining whether it works or how to improve it. The study found that the program has innumerable loopholes in its requirements, placing an almost exclusive focus on local control and leaving the federal government with minuscule influence over how program funds are spent. No method was in place to collect comparable data that allows the U.S. Department of Education to reach valid conclusions about the program's overall effectiveness. 62 In short, the program is neither a typical categorical program with specific instructions on how to use federal money nor a block grant that permits local flexibility in implementation coupled with accountability for results.
Sherman argues that the program constitutes "symbolic pork"; that is, it sends taxpayers' dollars back into every congressional district to symbolize federal concern about a problem but does not require any evidencebased demonstration of positive results. Sherman points out the results of what I call a "spreading peanut butter" approach to distributing federal money: Fiscal disbursements reach 97 percent of the nation's school districts, with six out of ten school districts receiving $10,000 or less each year and small districts receiving only $200 or $300.
Are Schools Unsafe and Drug-Plagued Places?
Sherman presents a welcome corrective to the view that schools are dangerous settings for young people. His data show that, for most students, violence is a seldom-encountered experience concentrated in a few schools located in poor, segregated neighborhoods with many unemployed adults. Violent incidents occur mainly in middle and high schools, with the most likely victims being young men, particularly black seniors. Finally, violence is more likely to occur to teachers instead of students.
These facts may not change public perceptions about school safety and violence that stem from a few highly visible, dramatic, and tragic incidents such as the killings at Columbine High School in Littleton, Colorado. But they are strong enough to have prompted U.S. Secretary of Education Richard W. Riley to caution the public about these incorrect perceptions in an August 1999 "back to school" op-ed in the Washington Post. He said, "Tragically, there are many homicides that occur among our youth, but less than one percent of all homicides among school-age children (ages 5 to 19) occur in or around schools. New data indicate that violence among young people is on a downward trend and that the number of students being expelled from school for carrying a firearm decreased by one-third from the 1996-97 to 1997-98 school year." 63 Sherman also shows that drug use is limited to a tiny percentage of students, though its reported use is more "prevalent and . . . widespread" among students than violent crimes. Drug use is only moderately associated with schools; schools are more likely to be a place where drugs are exchanged than consumed. And, not surprisingly, more consumption of drugs occurs in schools where drugs are easier to get. 64 Sherman goes on to present convincing evidence that the causes of both violence and drug use are predominantly outside the school. But schools can contribute to modifying the effects of outside influences and overcome family background factors and community liabilities. How schools are run contributes to making schools safe and drug-free. 65 What can schools do to decrease incidents of violence and drug use? Sherman points to research that suggests effective prevention programs are schoolwide programs. They affect the climate and ethos of the school. Some of the key elements that foster a positive school climate that nurtures safe and drug-free schools include: -School size. Small schools are safer than large schools, and programs that organize students in large schools into smaller educational groups ("schools-within-schools") are a promising approach to reducing school violence and drug use.
-Resources. Assets should be focused on enhancing teaching and curricula.
-Governance and management. Strong administrative leadership and teamwork are needed in schools.
-Socialization. Norms for behavior should be well known, and enforcement should be fair and consistent.
The line of inquiry that tries to understand what school practices reduce drug use and violence bears remarkable similarity to "effective schools" research. Effective schools have a clear, focused mission; a core curriculum with high expectations for all students (and teachers); an organizational climate that supports the school's mission and expectations; and strong leadership that provides the school with a measure of autonomy within which it shapes its own destiny.
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Recent analysis of the effective schools research goes beyond this list of attributes to explain how these characteristics are nurtured and sustained. These schools place a premium on a coherent vision and shared values about teaching and learning. They have "integrative capital." 67 In short, good schools are focused and coherent communities of learning where adults collaborate-especially educators and families-and share a set of ideas about what constitutes good teaching and how to exercise responsibility for nurturing learning and virtuous behavior in young people.
What Should Be Done to Fix the Progam?
Sherman's analysis and the additional information that I have cited lead me to conclude that:
-There is no evidence that the program is working.
-The program has weak-to-nonexistent accountability provisions and a diluted focus.
-Schools today are mostly safe and drug-free, with most violence and drug use concentrated in middle and high schools in urban areas.
-Schools are safer and more drug-free than their communities.
-Effective prevention programs are schoolwide, based on a unifying vision of the school and replete with a moral code that holds high expectations for learning and virtuous behavior.
Sherman suggests four paths to changing the program, given that political constraints will not allow its elimination.
1. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) model. The federal government would oversee a program that aims to reach scientific agreement on research-proven programs that would qualify for federal funds. Conversely, ineffective methods would be barred from federal funding.
2. Agricultural extension agent model. A (mostly) university-based research infrastructure would provide grass-roots leaders with knowledge of effective programs. School districts would receive technical assistance from educational extension agents on how to use their program funds to implement proven or promising programs.
3. Governance Performance and Results Act (GPRA) model. School districts would annually administer survey instruments to students and others in the district to document trends in crime and drug use. This would provide a modicum of evidence about program results.
4. Evidenced-based democracy model. Sherman's recommended approach is a hybrid of the other models that combines "national knowledge, risk-adjusted local GPRA accounting, and grass-roots democracy." It would replace ineffective programs and methods with those that are proven to work or show promise of working. It combines knowledge of effective or promising programs with local documentation of trends in school crime and drug abuse and a participatory planning process.
Sherman's favored approach brings to mind two tried and mostly ineffective approaches to creating national knowledge and fostering grassroots democracy in education. First, his FDA and agricultural extension models are similar to the present U.S. Department of Education's Research and Development (R&D) Centers, Regional Educational Laboratories (the Labs), and Educational Resources Information Clearinghouses (ERIC). Second, the participatory planning process that is part of Sherman's evidenced-based model recalls the planning and oversight groups-the "stakeholder" committees-that are the bane of federal education programs such as Title I and Goals 2000.
NATIONAL KNOWLEDGE IN EDUCATION. The R&D Centers, the Labs, and ERIC have a long, complicated, and checkered history, beginning in the mid-1960s and then undergoing significant structural changes in 1972 with the establishment of the National Institute of Education (NIE) and in the early 1990s with the reauthorization of the Office of Educational Research and Improvement (the earlier reconstituted NIE). The theory underlying this approach was that the (mostly) university-based R&D Centers would produce research-based knowledge; the federal regional labs would work with states (and districts) in field testing and disseminating new knowledge; and ERIC would be a collection of clearinghouses that would store knowledge and information on best practice for use by education stakeholders and community members bent on improving education.
Maris A. Vinovskis has conducted several studies of the work of these federally supported programs. He aptly summarized these federal investment as "generally disappointing and limited." 68 In another report he said, "The evaluation of the quality of the research and development work produced by the centers and the labs . . . paint[s] a mixed, but, overall, a rather disappointing picture of the conceptual and technical soundess of much of their work." 69 Why such a gloomy picture? Vinovskis hits the nail on the head: "Much of the research and development produced by educational scholars is . . . methodically and conceptually second-rate." 70 Another article on the status of education research calls that research a "black hole, . . . weak and inconclusive . . .
[and] especially lacking in rigor." The result is that "education reform is often shaped by political whim and pedagogic fashion." 71 This aversion of educators to creating a sound research base for "what works" and then using it in teaching and learning manifests itself in the implementation of the drug-free program. Analysts at the Research Triangle Institute funded by the U.S. Department of Education to investigate some elements of the program concluded: "Drug prevention approaches that have been shown to be effective are not widely used, while approaches that have not shown evidence of effectiveness or have not been evaluated properly are the most common approaches currently in use." 72 
GRASS-ROOTS DEMOCRACY IN EDUCATION.
One of the primary reasons that ineffective programs have made their way into schools is that stakeholder groups and influential constituencies have come to regard federal funds as pork barrel entitlements for their favorite programs whether or not these programs are effective. Symbolic pork invariably becomes traditional pork. In other words, federal money always becomes a jobs program for some group of beneficiaries, making it nearly impossible to eliminate these programs and the power centers they create.
In education, most operational power rests with the producers of education, not with consumers, taxpayers, or citizens. Most decisions are made by an education establishment that includes the two big teacher unions; groups representing principals, superintendents, and the other school employees; state departments of education; textbook publishers and software vendors; colleges of education; the custodians, bus drivers, and cafeteria workers; and so forth. They are frequently joined by (slightly sheepish) business groups and by a docile Parent-Teacher Association (PTA). These expert professionals and their legion of supporters place the schools largely beyond the self-correcting reach of community politics. They mask a system of bureaucratic and interest groups politics that derives its sustenance from the pork barrel funds they receive.
HOW SHOULD THE PROGRAM BE STRUCTURED? Most schools are safe and drug-free, and the money spent on this program is mostly wasted. Furthermore, education R&D, its dissemination apparatus, and the producers of education are not likely to vanish before the present reauthorization of the Safe and Drug-Free Schools program. This seems to argue strongly for getting rid of the program. But if that action is not politi-cally feasible, then the program should be made into a genuine categorical program or block grant program. Either approach should include statutory language with stringent accountability provisions, reflecting Sherman's GPRA model. For example, there should be a statutory requirement that states annually collect effectiveness data demonstrating program results.
In the categorical approach to the program, at least the following additional elements should be federal requirements:
-Focus the program more clearly on supporting activities and services that foster safe and drug-free schools.
-Direct most of the money to the source of the problems-middle and high schools in poor urban neighborhoods.
-Target federal funds to treat the whole school and reflect those proven core attributes that foster coherent, small, and purposive schools.
-Allow some small percentage of money for communitywide safe and drug-free prevention efforts, because this is the source of many problems that occur in the schools. (An example of the kind of program is the effort to create "violence-free zones" undertaken in Washington, D.C., by the National Center for Neighborhood Enterprise and the Alliance of Concerned Men in what was formerly known as the "most murderous" section of the city. Since January 1997, youth homicides have been eliminated where twelve had occurred within the prior three years.) 73 Two options exist for a block grant approach to restructuring the program. One approach would keep a distinct program but narrow the scope (for example, exclude areas such as health education from funding) and require the use of proven or promising programs. States and communities would be free to spend the money as they want, as long as they annually report on and demonstrate positive program results. States would determine what actions to take if a school district's program is not effective.
Another block grant approach could link the program with the "super ed-flex" idea being advanced in Congress under a legislative proposal called the Academic Achievement for All Act (also known as "Straight A's"). Under this approach, up to fourteen K-12 federal categorical education programs would be combined into a block grant with teeth. In essence, the federal government would enter into a contract with interested states to swap rules and regulations for results, defined primarily as evidence that students are progressing to or achieving high levels of student learning.
This approach differs from the traditional approach to creating a federal block grant in education. First, this block grant would be voluntary. States would not be required to participate. States or school districts that did not wish to consolidate their funding in this way could continue to receive categorical funding under the new reauthorization of the Safe and Drug-Free School program. But those who do participate could consolidate their federal dollars and spend that money as they want. Second, this block grant would require that states commit themselves to resultsstudents learning more, with evidence to show it. For example, student academic results could be measured using the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP).
The three options I propose accept Sherman's GPRA model in that they require evidence of program effects. But they would minimize the drawbacks of Sherman's evidence-based model: national knowledge and grass-roots democracy in education-that is, what I call second-rate knowledge and producer control under the guise of stakeholder participation.
Notes

